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II
There are four main groups of religious literature from the ancient Near East which are of particular importance for the light they throw on the origin and background of Hebrew religion: Egyptian, Mesopotamian (Sumero-Accadian), Horito-Hittite, and West Semitic (Canaanite, Aramaean, South Arabian). In every case it is much more important to know whether a translation is philologically reliable than whether the translator is a specialist in the history of religions. Comparative treatment is relatively futile until the texts on which it is based have been correctly explained as linguistic documents. It is quite true that a trained student of religions may divine the true meaning of a text before philological confirmation is available. In such instances comparative religion has a definite heuristic value. An excellent illustration is furnished by Julian Morgenstern's happy interpretation of a passage in the Gilgamesh Epic as somehow connected with widely diffused stories of the theft of the divine gift of immortality from man by a serpent.' However, this remained only a plausible hypothesis until the present writer corrected the reading qulultum, supposed to mean "curse" to quluptum (quliptum), "slough of a serpent."2 The writer would not have stumbled upon this correction, now accepted by all Assyriologists, without having read Morgenstern's paper.
For convenience we may distinguish three main periods in the history of the interpretation of ancient Near-Eastern documentary sources: 1. decipherment and rough translation; 2. the development of grammatical and lexicographical study, accompanied and followed by much greater accuracy in interpretation; 3. detailed dialectic and syntactic research, accompanied by monographic studies of selected classes of documents.3 In Egyptology the first phase may be said to have begun with Champollion's famous Lettre a M. Dacier (1822) and to have come to an end with the appearance of Erman's Neudgyptische Grammatik (1880). The second phase includes the principal grammatical and lexicographical work of Erman and Sethe and was brought to a close by the publication of the grammatical studies of Gunn and Gardiner (1923-27) and of the main part of the great Egyptian dictionary of the Berlin Academy (1925-31). The third phase began in the middle twenties and is still in progress; notable illustrations of its achievements are the grammar of the language nearly ready for publication. However, great care must be exercised in dealing with questions in the field of Horite philology; translations of unilingual texts are still very precarious. Cuneiform Hittite was deciphered by Hrozny in 1915; progress in its philological interpretation has been rapid and continuous, and good grammars and glossaries are now available. Recent advance has been due largely to the efforts of Friedrich, Ehelolf, and Sommer in Germany, and of Goetze and Sturtevant in America. The first stage of progress in this field may be said to have been surmounted as early as 1925, but we are still far from aspiring to the third stage. Translations by the best authorities in the field may, however, be followed with considerable confidence.
In this connection we may briefly refer to the tremendous advance in our knowledge of Anatolian and Aegean religion which may be confidently expected from the impending decipherment of Mycenaean and Minoan script. The 1600 tablets from Cnossus in the cursive script known as Linear B, excavated by Sir Arthur Evans forty years ago, would probably have been deciphered already if any appreciable part of them had been published. Blegen's sensational discovery of 600 more tablets in this same script in Messenian Pylus (spring of 1939)4 renders decipherment merely a question of time and effort, since these documents are almost certainly in archaic Greek and many phonetic values are probably deducible from the Cypriote script. Once the phonetic values of the syllabic characters of Linear B have been obtained in this way, it will only be a matter of time and availability of material until the Cnossian tablets are also deciphered. To judge from the evidence of place-names, their language may be only dialectically different from cuneiform Hittite, Luvian, and proto-Lycian. In short, many vexed problems connected with the relation between Mycenaean and later Greek religion may soon find their solution, at least in part. Since the Cnossian tablets date from about 1400 B.C. and the Pylian ones apparently from the thirteenth century, their decipherment will cast direct light on the sources of Homer, thus perhaps enabling us to decide the question of the extent to which the Iliad and Odyssey reflect the Late Bronze Age. In their present form the Ugaritic documents carry us back only to about 1400,7 but the syllabic inscriptions on stone and copper which have been excavated at Byblus and in small part published by Dunand seem to date from the late third millennium B.C. That they are in early Canaanite seems highly probable, and most of them presumably have religious significance.8 Their decipherment may some day enable us to penetrate into an early stage of Canaanite religion, comparable in antiquity to the Pyramid Texts and the contemporary SumeroAccadian documents from Babylonia.
After being successfully launched by Gesenius and R6diger about a century ago, the interpretation of South Arabic made little progress until the number of accessible documents had been greatly increased by subsequent explorations, especially those of Glaser. The first stage of their interpretation was brought to a close by the publication of Hommel's Siid-arabische Chrestomathie in 1893. Owing to the uniformity of the material and to the fewness of investigators, the progress of the past half century has been disappointing. By far the best man in this field is Rhodokanakis, to whom we are indebted for nearly all real advance in the field. To him and to his pupils, especially Miss H6fner, we also owe substantial improvement in our gram- Germany. It is all very well to declare that the historicoreligious edifice of Wellhausen lacked a solid foundation and to point out his ignorance of the historical and cultural background of Israel, but conviction can come only after an exposition of the intrinsic reasons for the artificiality of this edifice and a synchronous demonstration of a better structure, founded on solid historical material.
Since 1921 there have been sporadic attempts, mainly in Germany, to shake off the yoke of a rigid Wellhausenism, but it cannot be said that any has succeeded, though there have been numerous partial successes and many correct observations. However, voices are more and more often heard decrying the artificiality of most modern theories of the religious evolution of Israel. The important and influential school of Albrecht Alt has performed exceedingly valuable services for Israelite history as a whole, but it is clear that it is weak in the sphere of religious history. Meanwhile the crisis of religious faith in Central Europe which heralded the victory of National Socialism in Germany, has brought with it a violent reaction against historicism (Historismus) in all its manifestations, a reaction almost as pronounced among foes of the movement as among its friends. The great work of the Swiss scholar, Walther Eichrodt, Theologie des Alten Testaments (1933-39), expresses the author's conviction in emphatic words: "In der Tat ist es hohe Zeit, dass auf dem Gebiet des Alten Testaments einmal mit der Alleinherrschaft des Historismus gebrochen und der Weg zuruckgefunden wird zu der alten und in jeder wissenschaftlichen Epoche neu zu lo6senden Aufgabe, die alttestamentliche Glaubenswelt in ihrer strukturellen Einheit zu begreifen."'4 IV This is hardly the place in which to present my philosophical credo, but a few observations are in order, since one's philosophical position is inseparably bound up with one's efforts at synthesis -perhaps more in the field of this paper than in most I4 I, 5. essays at historical interpretation. In the first place, I am a resolute positivist -but only in so far as positivism is the expression of the modern rational-scientific approach to physical and historical reality. I would not call myself a positivist at all if it were not for the insistence with which National-Socialist theorists have rejected the rational-scientific approach to reality, calling it "positivism." I am even in a sense an instrumentalist, but only to the extent that I acknowledge the truth of an instrumentalism sub specie aeternitatis, in complete opposition to the metaphysical system of the Dewey school. Men can judge the value of a movement or of a method only by inadequate criteria, and to set up such criteria as absolute guides is the most dangerous possible procedure, both in science and in life. I am an evolutionist, but only in an organismic, not in a mechanical or a melioristic sense. All such aprioristic evolutionary systems as those of Hegel and Comte are so artificial and so divorced from physical or historical reality that they cannot be safely used as frames of reference, though they have undoubtedly possessed real heuristic value -a partially erroneous classification is generally better than no classification at all. Subsequent evolutionary philosophies are so unilaterally determined that they can at best reflect only one facet of a polyhedron. Favorite forms of determinism in our day are socio-economic, ranging all the way from the brilliant and often correct work of Max Weber15 to the plausible but factitious reconstructions of orthodox Marxists.
The most reasonable philosophy of history, in my judgment, is evolutionary and organismic. Evolution is not unilateral progress, it is more than a series of abrupt mutations; yet, like organic development, it falls into more or less definite forms, patterns, and configurations, each with its own complex body of characteristics. In recent years we have been made familiar with "Gestalt" in psychology, with "patterns" in the history of religions and sociology, with "cultures" in archaeology and ethnography. A comparison of successive organismic phenomena dis-closes definite organic relationships, which cannot possibly be accidental and which require some causal or purposive explanation, whether it be some latent or potential entelechy or whether it be interpreted teleologically. But the task of the historian, as distinguished from the philosopher or the theologian, is to study the phenomena as objectively as possible, employing inductive methods wherever possible. My task is restricted as far as possible to historical description and interpretation, leaving the higher but less rigorous forms of interpretation to others. became self-conscious in the systematic "science" of the Babylonians and Egyptians, at least as early as 2100 B.C.; it is best illustrated by the elaborate systems of magic and divination developed in Babylonia during the following centuries, where we find a "proto-inductive" method of gathering data and methodical deduction from these "inductions" as well as from empirically developed or mythologically conditioned postulates. Empirical logic survived long after the discovery of logical reasoning by the Greeks, even in some dominant intellectual circles. It goes without saying that prelogical thinking has never become extinct among savages and children, and that a disconcerting proportion of contemporary adult thinking is essentially prelogical, especially among uneducated people, in the most civilized lands. Empirico-logical thinking is still commoner. However, since we must classify modes of thought according to their best examples and since chronological progress in dominant types of thinking is certain, our classification is just as instructive, mutatis mutandis, as the archaeologically useful (but culturally somewhat misleading) series, stone -bronze -iron.
V
After these preliminary remarks, whose apparently disproportionate length is required by the nature of our theme, we may turn to consider the subject of our paper. The space at our disposal is, however, too short to allow a full treatment of so extensive a topic, and we shall restrict ourselves to a brief comparison of the conceptions regarding the nature of deity among the peoples of the ancient Near East between cir. 2000 and 1000 B.C. with those prevailing in Israel between cir. 1200 and 800 B.C. Since the national and cultural evolution of Israel shows an inevitable lag (which must not be exaggerated!) when compared to that of the surrounding peoples this apparent chronological disparity is quite justified. When we remember that Israel was situated in the middle of the ancient Near East and that all streams of influence from the richer and older centers of culture percolated into Palestine, when we recall that Israelite tradition itself derived both its ancestors and its civilization from Babylonia, Egypt, and Canaan (Phoenicia), then our chronological postulate is not only justified but becomes inevitable. Incidentally, it has the practical advantage of scrupulous fairness, since we are not retrojecting ideas which are expressed in documents of -say -the seventh century B.C. into the middle of the second millennium, following the example of many members of the Religionsgeschichtliche Schule, who did not hesitate to relate the Gospels and the Pauline Epistles to the Mandaean liturgies and the Corpus Hermeticum, though the latter cannot antedate the third century A.D., and the former can hardly be earlier than the sixth century A.D. Slight chronological uncertainties must remain: it is by no means always certain that a given religious text from the ancient Orient (including the Bible) actually reflects the period when it was ostensibly compiled; it may belong to a considerably earlier period, being handed down orally or in writing and then adapted to a special purpose, with no change in its religious atmosphere. Moreover, in dealing with Biblical literature unusual care must be exercised in dating and interpreting our material, both because of its complicated transmission and because of frequent textual and lexical uncertainty.
Among the most serious methodological fallacies of most current OT scholarship is the tendency to telescope an evolution that actually took many thousands of years into the space of a few centuries.17 This is a direct result of adherence to a unilateral evolutionary scheme which requires a definite succession from simpler and cruder to more complex and more refined forms, and which tries to eliminate the latter from early stages and the former from later stages of a given development. Actually, of course, the order of evolution is, in the main, correct, but we must go back several thousand years to find prelogical thinking dominant in the most advanced circles. The religious literature I7 This tendency is by no means the exclusive property of OT scholars. An example of it, though much less drastic, is Breasted's brilliant book, The Dawn of Conscience (1933), in which he seems to date the effective emergence of social conscience in Egypt in the Old Empire. However, since he defines "conscience" in social terms, his conclusion is not without some historical justification. of the ancient Orient is mainly empirico-logical and there is little evidence of true prelogical thought except in such bodies of material as the Pyramid Texts, unilingual Sumerian religious compositions of the third millennium, and other documents transmitted to later times but redolent of their primitive origins. Even in magic and divination after the beginning of the second millennium, there was increasing tendency to restrict the prelogical element to inherited elements (very numerous, of course) and to employ empirico-logical methods to innovate and develop. The mythological substratum of fertility cults and ritual retains its prelogical character longest, but after 2000 B.C. there is an increasing tendency to explain away inconsistencies and to turn the originally impersonal, dynamistic figures of the "drama" into definite forms with tangible personalities, fitted into a special niche in an organized pantheon. On the other hand, of course, empirico-logical thinking generalizes by intuitive "induction," and reasons by intuitive analogy, so we cannot be surprised to find the highest religious thought of the late third and the second millennia B.C. engaged in modifying the fluid dynamism of early religious expression in two directions: pantheism and monotheism. Both in Egypt and in Babylonia pantheistic tendencies appear clearly but remained in general abortive. After the middle of the second millennium B.C. monotheistic tendencies also appear in our sources, but were also repressed by the standard pluralistic polytheism of the age -except in Israel, where monotheism flowered. In India, on the other hand, primitive dynamistic ideas persisted and were transformed into pantheistic conceptions by the empirico-logical thought of the Upanishads and of the earliest Buddhism.'8 I8 There is no reason whatever to date the first appearance of strictly logical reasoning in India before the Greek period (third century B.C.). It must also be remembered that some comprehension of Greek ways of thinking must have percolated into Babylonia and even farther east through the intermediation of Greek traders and professional men during the fifth century B.C. It is hard to escape the conclusion that the remarkable development of systematic astronomical research in Babylonia during the late fifth and the fourth centuries was due to an intellectual impulse originating in Greece and transmitted through Asia Minor and Phoenicia. I expect to discuss this subject at more length elsewhere.
VI
In this paper we are not so much interested in sporadic evidences of pantheism or of monotheism in the ancient Near East as we are in the nature of the organized polytheism of the AssyroBabylonians, Canaanites, Hurrians, Hittites, Achaeans, Egyptians, in the second millennium B.C. All of these peoples possessed a definite pantheon, which naturally varied from district to district and from period to period, but which was surprisingly stable. In the time of the First Dynasty of Babylon, before 1600 B.C.19 the Babylonian pantheon was organized on the basis which it occupied for a millennium and a half, with little further change. Head of the pantheon was Marduk of Babylon, henceforth identified with the chief god of the Sumerian pantheon, Enlil or Ellil, "lord of the storm." As head of the pantheon Marduk was commonly called belu, "lord," and the appellation B6l soon replaced his personal name for ordinary purposes. In Assyria Marduk's place was naturally held by Asshur, chief deity of the city Asshur, who was also identified with the old Sumerian god Ellil. Under the head of the pantheon were many hundreds of other deities, ranging from the great gods to minor divinities, often of only local significance. The boundary line between gods and demons was none too clear and fluctuated constantly. For our present purposes it is important to stress the fact that most of the gods were cosmic in character and that the multiplication of names was due largely to the differentiation of originally identical divinities, whose appellations became attached to different local cults,20 as well as to the introduction of many foreign deities. Only a small part of these figures may be said to have developed clear-cut personalities, as was undoubtedly true of Ea, Nabfl, Shamash, Ishtar, etc. Almost any important deity was at the same time connected with numerous different localities and temples; he was charged with some cosmic function which required his presence in many different places Nothing can be clearer from Assyro-Babylonian literature of the second millennium than the total absence of any suggestion of henotheism, "the belief in one god without asserting that he is the only god,"23 or, as commonly meant by Biblical scholars, the belief that the chief god or the patron deity of a given land was lord only of that land and people. Whenever the Mesopotamians came into sufficiently close and persistent contact with a foreign cult to become acutely conscious of the existence of its deity, they adopted him into their own pantheon, either 2I It is increasingly evident that in many respects there was close similarity between the Anatolian (Horito-Hittite) religion of the late second millennium B.C. and the Aegean, both as we see it in Minoan and Mycenaean monuments and as we find it vividly portrayed in the Iliad and the Odyssey. While it is, of course, true that the Homeric epics in substantially their present form belong to the beginning of the first millennium, it is now recognized by virtually all scholars that they reflect the culture and the conceptual world of sub-Mycenaean times, i. e., of the last two centuries of the second millennium -in certain respects even of the Late Mycenaean (fourteenth-thirteenth centuries). In the Iliad and Odyssey there is no suggestion that any of the great gods were restricted by nationality in their sphere of action, though they often play favorites. Zeus, Hera, and Apollo are worshipped by both Achaeans and Anatolians; Odysseus encounters Poseidon and is aided by Athene wherever he wanders. From Zeus, who still bears the Indo-European appellation "father of men and gods,"27 to Helius, whose favorite abode is The archaism of the language and of the geographical terminology should not prevent us from recognizing the fact that this text forms a perfect conceptual bridge between the ideas of the third millennium, as illustrated by the hymns to R6' in the Pyramid Texts, and the great Hymn to the Aten, which dates from the fourteenth century. Even after the reaction had set in strongly against monotheism in the late fourteenth century we find that Wen-Amfin can say to the prince of Byblus in the early eleventh century: "There is no ship on the waters that does not belong to Amfin, for his is the sea and his is Lebanon, of which thou sayest, 'It is mine'." It is interesting to note that the Canaanite prince is represented as admitting freely that Amfin is supreme and as adding that Amin taught and equipped Egypt first, so that Egypt was able to instruct the Canaanites in the art of civilization. It may be observed that this idea agrees with the conceptions of the Ugaritic texts of the fifteenth century regarding Ptah-K6shar, as well as with the Biblical view that Canaan was son of Ham and brother of Mizraim; so there is no reason whatever for suspecting its essential authenticity.
The general character of the Aten religion is so well known that there is no occasion for us to dwell on it here at length. In spite of occasional denials by scholars, there can be no doubt that it was a true monotheism, though specifically solar in type and consequently far below the lofty spiritual monotheism of a Second Isaiah. This is proved not only by many statements in the Hymn to the Aten which sound monotheistic but also by the wave of erasing names of other gods from public monuments which then swept over the country. It is also confirmed by other points, such as the absence of shrines of other gods or of their representations in contemporary remains at Tell el-'Amarnah. The solar disk is addressed as "the only god, beside whom there is no other," as creator and sustainer of Syria and Nubia as well as of Egypt, as creator and lord of all, including the most distant lands.
After the Aten cult had been, at least officially, stamped out, the priests of Amfn had a brief period of glory. Not, however, for long. The north reacted a second time against the religious tyranny of the south, and Sfitah of Tanis was made patron of the Ramesside kings of the Nineteenth Dynasty. Above we have sketched the remarkable fusion of Egyptian and Canaanite pantheons which took place at Tanis. So complete was the fusion that it is difficult to determine the origin of any given image of Sfltah-Baal from iconography alone without clear stylistic indices; from Nubia to Ugarit we find substantially the same iconographic type. The extent of this amalgamation of cults may be illustrated in many ways. The phenomena are absolutely certain and it is, therefore, quite clear that nothing remotely like the "henotheism" of Biblical scholars is reflected by our Egyptian sources during the period from 1500 to 1000 B.C.
In spite of the inadequacy of our treatment, which could easily be extended and amplified in many directions, the picture of ancient Near-Eastern polytheism in the second half of the second millennium is entirely clear. It was this world into which Israel was born and in which it took up its inheritance. It is hardly necessary to observe that this is not the world pictured by Wellhausen and his followers.
VII
It is quite impossible to develop my conception of early Israelite religious history here in detail. Though accepting the assured results of modern Biblical criticism, I fail absolutely to see that they carry the implications for the religious evolution of Israel with which they are generally credited. The very fact that J, E, D, and P reflect different streams of tradition gives us reasonable confidence that the outstanding facts and circumstances on which they agree are historical. It is true that J and E may have separated into two streams of tradition in the eleventh century, but this would carry us back so close to the age of Moses and Joshua that only hypercriticism could doubt the substantial historicity of the common source. Moreover, thanks to recent archaeological discoveries and to the research of such scholars as Nyberg, we are coming to have a much higher respect for the historical value of oral tradition than we had a few decades ago. If we eliminate the Book of Genesis because it reflects many pre-Israelite traditions, whose originally polytheistic character is sometimes transparent, and if we eliminate If monotheism connotes the existence of one God only, the creator of everything, the source of justice and mercy, who can travel at will to any part of his universe, who is without sexual relations and consequently without mythology, who is human in form but cannot be seen by human eye nor represented in any form -then the official religion of early Israel was certainly monotheistic. The henotheistic form constructed by scholars sinks below the level attained in the surrounding ancient Orient, where the only alternatives were polytheism or practical monotheism, henotheism being apparently unknown. There is nothing to show that the early Israelites were either ethically or religiiously below their contemporaries. The highest manifestations of spiritual life among surrounding peoples cannot be raised to the level of corresponding forms among the precursors of Amos, Hosea, and Isaiah. Moses and Elijah still stand high above the religious leaders of neighboring peoples and the God of Israel remains alone on Sinai.
Who is like unto Thee, 0 Lord, among the gods?
